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Baumgardner 


Dr. John Baumgardner is one of the world's 
leaders in terms of significant contributions to 
science. He has used his expertise to develop 
computer models to study many aspects of our 
world. For example he developed a model to 
study how Earth's rock systems work and have 
worked in the past (as for example during the 
Flood), weather and 
climate systems and 
how popular scientific 
ideas about mutation 
and natural selection 
(Darwinism) simply 
cannot work to pro¬ 
duce evolution. 

Dr. Baumgardner 
was a scientist on the 
staff of Los Alamos 
National Laboratory in 
California. During his 20 years there, he devel¬ 
oped a 3-D spherical model of Earth's mantle. 
This code was the first 3-D spherical code of 
its kind and even now, almost 30 years later, it 
continues to be state of the art and is used by 
several research groups around the world. One 
major application of this model is to explore the 
onset of the global Flood and how it possibly 
proceeded. 

Continued on page 2 


#^^erman astronomer and math- 
ematician Johann Kepler (1571 
-1630) was a eentral figure in the 17th 
eentury seientifie revolution. He was 
not only the founder of the physieal 
astronomy diseipline, “the 
first astrophysist,” and an 
outstanding seientist, he 
was also a eommitted Christian (Mor¬ 
ris, 1998, p. 33; 

Gingerieh, 1993, 
p. 305). Kepler 
is best known 


for diseovering 
the three laws of 


planetary motion 
that provided a 
foundation for 


Isaae Newton’s 


theory of uni¬ 
versal gravitation 
(Dao, 2008, p. 
8). The problem 
that motivated 


the diseovery of 
his three laws was 


observational as¬ 


tronomy did not 
support the eireular orbit belief, and 
Kepler was able to determine why. 
The first law named after him is that 


planets travel in elliptieal paths and 
not perfeet eireular orbits as eommon- 
ly believed. Kepler’s seeond law states 
that planets sweep out equal areas in 
equal times, produeing an elliptieal or¬ 
bit (Sagan, 1980, p. 62). His third law 
is that the square of the periodie times 
are proportional to the eubes of their 


mean distanee from the sun (Dampier, 
1949, p. 128). Although the third law 
is only roughly true, and the diseovery 
of new planets has rendered it of little 
use today, it was an important step in 
aehieving the insight about the planets 
that we have today. 

The three laws were not his only 
major seientifie eontribution to sei- 
enee. He also eompleted fundamental 
seientifie work in the field of opties, 
having invented an improved version 
of the refraeting teleseope that today 
is ealled the Keplerian Teleseope. His 
teleseopie diseoveries were eritieal in 
helping Galileo Galilei overthrow the 
view that the sun eireles the 
earth, ealled the geoeentrie 
worldview. 


Inspired bfffis Biblical Faith 

Kepler believed that God 
was the ereator of the Cos¬ 
mos, and his lifelong goal was 
“to learn the esehatology of 
the world,” and to do this he 
“dared to eontemplate the 
Mind of God” (Sagan, 1980, 
p. 56). This goal “beeame a 
lifelong obsession,” and the 
hubristie longings of Kepler 
“were to earry Europe 
out of the eloister of 


Continued on 
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Dr. Baumgardner has spectacular graphics of 
this process which everyone will enjoy! 

Dr. Baumgardner also, while at Los Alamos, as¬ 
sisted the German Weather Service to model a so¬ 
phisticated next-generation weather forecast model 
named GME. Since the year 2000, this model has 
been used in Germany and currently also in more 
than 20 countries! 

Since leaving Los Alamos, Dr. 

Baumgardner has worked with 
some geneticist colleagues 
to develop a state-of-the art 
population genetics program 
which examines the role 
of mutations and selection 
in living populations. The 
results clearly demonstrate 
that natural selection does 
not, and cannot produce the 


appearance of new and more successful creatures 
that the evolution model requires from this process. 

Dr. Baumgardner is brimming with Christian en¬ 
thusiasm for the gospel and the ways that we can 
see God’s work and character displayed in the cre¬ 
ation. With his expertise and enthusiasm. Dr. Baum¬ 
gardner has other interests as well, which include 
the development of languages and the dating of 
rocks and other objects. 

Save the weekend of October 28 and 
29, 2016 for fascinating lectures by 
this exciting world class scientist! 
The venue is Mill Woods As¬ 
sembly In Edmonton and 
more details will be available 
later on our website www. 
create.ab.ca. 

Sponsored by Creation 
Science Association of Ai- 
berta, and Untoid Secrets of 
Planet Earth. 
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medieval thought,” and into the mod¬ 
ern seientifie age (Sagan, 1980, p. 56). 
Furthermore, Kepler believed that his 
study of the solar system allowed him 
to glimpse the “image of perfeetion 
and eosmie glory” of the universe. He 
was searehing for “ultimate eauses, the 
mathematieal harmonies in the mind 
of the Creator” (Dampier, 1949, p. 
127). Kepler later wrote that geometry 
“is eo-eternal with the mind of God” 
beeause it provided God with a model 
for the Creation ... If the world was 
erafted by God, should it not be exam¬ 
ined elosely? Was not all of ereation 
an expression of the harmonies in the 
mind of God? The book of Nature 
had waited more than a millennium 
for a reader (Sagan, 1980, p. 56). 

That reader, Sagan noted, was Ke¬ 
pler himself After studying both the 
Ptolemaie and the Coperniean models 
of planetary motion, Kepler conclud¬ 
ed that the evidence favored the Go- 
pernican system (Donahue, 1982). As 
a student, he defended heliocentrism 
from both the theoretical and theo¬ 



logical perspectives, maintaining 
that the Sun was the principal source 
of the force that holds the solar system 
together. 

His original goal to become a min¬ 
ister was never fulfilled (Dao, 2008, 
p. 8). However, Kepler was eventu¬ 
ally able to obtain a position teaching 
mathematics and astronomy at the 
Protestant school in Graz, Austria. 
He later became an assistant to the 
famous astronomer, Tycho Brahe, and 
eventually was appointed the empiri¬ 
cal mathematician to Emperor Rudolf 
II. 

Kepler was evidently the first scien¬ 
tist to proclaim that his astronomical 
research was merely ‘“thinking God’s 
thoughts after Him,’ a motto adopted 
by many believing scientists since his 
time” (Morris, 1998, p. 13). Kepler 
also wrote: “Since we astronomers are 
priests of the highest God in regard to 
the book of nature, it befits us to be 
thoughtful, not of the glory of our 
minds, but rather, above all else, of the 
glory of God” (Morris, 1998, p. 13). 
Furthermore, Kepler’s astronomi¬ 
cal research also involved the study 
of Biblical chronology, concluding 
that “the world was created about 
7,000 years ago” (Morris, 1998, p, 
13). 

Summary 

Although his conclusions 
garnered much opposi¬ 
tion at first, in the end he 
“stayed true to his faith 
... and his scientific discover- ies 
would eventually win him acclaim, 
legitimize the discoveries of his con¬ 
temporary Galileo, and serve as a 
major influence on the scientists who 


came after him” (Dao, 2008, p. 8). As 
Harvard astronomer Owen Gingerich 
noted, Kepler’s gifts were so great that 
“any assessment of this man’s genius 
must be incomplete and imperfect” 
(1993, p. 305). An impressive monu¬ 
ment to him exists in Germany, and 
his home has been preserved as a tour¬ 
ist site (Love, 2015, pp. 189-190). Let 
us never forget Johann Kepler, an ex¬ 
emplary scientist and Ghristian. 

References 

Dampier, Sir William. 1949. A History of Sci¬ 
ence. New York: Cambridge University Press. 
Fourth edition. 

Dao, Christine. 2008. “Man of seience, man 
of God: Johann Kepler” 2008. Acts & Facts 
37(3): 8 Mareh. 

Donahue, William. 1982. “A Novelist’s Kepler,” 
Journalfor the History of Astronomy, 13:135—136. 
Gingerich, Owen. 1993. The Eye of Heaven: Ptol¬ 
emy, Copernicus, Kepler. New York, NY: Ameri¬ 
can Institute of Physics. 

Lamont, Ann. 1992. Outstanding scientist and 
committed Christian” Creation Ex Mhilo 15(1): 
40-43, December. 

Love, David K. 2015. Kepler and the Universe: 
How One Man Revolutionized Astronomy. Am¬ 
herst, NY: Prometheus Books. 

Morris, Henry M. 1998. Men of Sci¬ 
ence/Men of God: Great Scientists Who 
Believed the Bible. Green Forest, 
AR: Master Books. Four¬ 
teenth printing. 

Sagan, Carl. 1980. Cos¬ 
mos. New York: Ran¬ 
dom House. 



Creation Science Dialogue - SUMMER 2016-3 













at 


H e hear all the time about how 
eomplieated living eells are. 
It makes us think that sueh 
entities were designed to 
work as they do. People who support 
the idea that all things eame about 
by natural proeesses, however, do not 
want to think that there is a mind be¬ 
hind what we see in all living ereatures 
from mierobes up to the largest, most 
eomplieated organisms. These latter 
people want to show how the living 
eell developed spontaneously, without 
any direetion. So they want to demon¬ 
strate that there were early eells whieh 
were mueh mueh simpler than what 
we see today, eells that eould have 
appeared through natural proeesses. 
These seientists want to demonstrate 
that the barriers to spontaneous devel¬ 
opment are not too high. 

In this eontext, generations of seien¬ 
tists have devoted themselves to origin 
of life studies. Thus interest was high 
in a major study published in Mareh 
2016. The results however were not at 
all what the evolutionists were looking 
for. When intelligent design apologist 
biophysieist Cornelius Hunter eom- 
mented on his blog "Darwin's God: 
How religion drives seienee and why 
it matters" on the signifieanee of the 
new study, 125 eomments were posted 
to his blog, most of them extremely 
angry and many with highly inap¬ 
propriate language. What Dr. 
Hunter said was that these 
studies are making things 
worse and worse for 
evolutionists. "Sim¬ 
ply put, "he said, 
"the 
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seienee eontradiets the theory. What 
the seienee is telling us is that evolu¬ 
tion is impossible, by any reasonable 
definition of that term." 

Dr. Hunter was eommenting on 
origin of life studies. In keeping with 
their interest in evolution and their 
belief that life originated from non¬ 
life (ehemieals), many seientists have 
sought simpler eells than we see today. 
They are looking for hints about those 
early stages of life (if any). One seien- 
tist involved for almost two deeades 
in pursuit of the dream of produeing 
a simple eell, is J. Craig Venter. Dr. 
Venter began with a disease eausing 
baeterium ealled Mycoplasma genitalium. 
He was able to eliminate some genes 
and still have a eell that eould live (just 
barely). That was 1995. But this or¬ 
ganism grew too slowly and was hard 
to work with. 

Next Dr. Venter's team switehed 
to a similar but more robust speeies 
Mycoplasma mycoides. He started with 
a eomplete reeord of the nueleotide 
bases (like alphabet letters) in the 
baeterium's DNA (genome). The 901 
genes in the genome were eomposed 
of a total of one million nueleotides. 
As a first step in his quest to find a 
minimalist eell, he first set out to string 
together all these genes artifieially and 
then insert them into a eell from whieh 
its own DNA had been removed. This 
he was able to do. The new artifieial 
DNA was inserted into a different spe¬ 
eies of Mycoplasma from whieh its own 
DNA had been removed. And the new 
artifieially put together genome ex¬ 
pressed the eharaeteristies of the for¬ 
mer speeies from whieh its informa¬ 
tion had been eopied. 


This new living organ¬ 
ism was labelledJCVI-Syn. 
1.0. The signifieanee was 
that an artifieially pieeed 
together string of DNA 
had been shown to work in 
direeting the life aetivities 
of a eell. Of eourse the 
biologists had not devel¬ 
oped anything original, 
they had simply eopied 
an existing design (long string 






of nucleotides conveying information). 
This however was to provide the plat¬ 
form for further studies into a mini¬ 
malist cell. 

The biologists drew up a list of what 
genes they believed would be essen¬ 
tial in a minimalist cell. They pieced 
the genes together (as they had previ¬ 
ously with Syn.1.0) and they inserted 
their designed genome into a cell from 
which the real genome had been re¬ 
moved. However in this case their de¬ 
signed genome failed to support life. 
They did not really know what genes 
were essential to life. The bottom up 
approach (composing a genome based 
on their ideas) had failed. 

So they went back to their Syn. 1.0 
organism with its 901 genes. They 
tried knocking out various genes in 
order to discover how small a genome 
they could produce which yet supports 
life. Eventually they managed to knock 
out 428 genes. That is a lot of infor¬ 
mation eliminated!! The result was a 
genome of 473 genes consisting of 
531,000 nucleotides. This was a ma¬ 
jor achievement. They labelled it JC- 
Vl-Syn. 3.0. The science media were 
very impressed and well they might be. 
This achievement represented a lot of 
careful work. However the researchers 
had not created any new genes of bio¬ 
logical functions and they had merely 
eliminated a number of genes that 
were not essential for keeping the cell 
alive. 

From the point of view of seeking a 
very simple primitive cell, it is obvious 
however that Syn. 3.0 is a failure! The 
cell has 473 genes and is thus still very 
complicated, way beyond the capacity 
of natural processes to develop such a 
system through trial and error (chance 
processes). And another fascinating 
detail is that 31 % or 149 genes in this 
"minimalist" cell exhibit no functions 
that we know about. Yet the cell dies if 
any of them is missing! What we have 
learned from these studies is that there 
is no simple cell. Living cells require 
hundreds of genes (each coded for by 
an average of about 1000 nucleotides 
in a very specific order). 

Scientists at the J. Craig Venter In¬ 



stitute in La Jolla, California had man¬ 
aged to reduce the number of genes in 
a bacterial cell down to 473 genes. If 
the number of genes were any fewer, 
the cell did not survive. Dr. Hunter, for 
his part, declared that this is an enor¬ 
mous level of complexity, far beyond 
evolution's meager capacity to work 
with random change. (Natural selec¬ 
tion, by the way, works only on liv¬ 
ing reproducing cells, not on systems 
which might be progressing toward 
a living condition. Thus claims 
that natural selection elimi¬ 
nates arguments concerning 
chance, are not valid). Most of 
the news stories describing this 
work, concentrated on what the 
scientists had achieved, while at 
the same time ignoring the sci¬ 
entists' main objective which 
they had failed to achieve. 

The living cell is obviously 
an all or nothing system. Ei¬ 
ther it has all the informa¬ 
tion/ programming it needs 
(in the DNA), or it does not. 

The "minimalist" cell that 
the Venter lab produced 
was managed by 473 genes. 

Each gene in itself contains 
complex information too. 

Nobody thinks that the very 
same genes will be found 
to be the ones essential for 
every species. However this 
study provides a clear indi¬ 


cation of the amount of information 
required for the living condition. In¬ 
vestigators previously had been able to 
reduce parasitic Mycoplasma genitalium 
down to about 375 genes, but this is 
a bacterium that is strongly dependent 
on its host for support and which does 
not do well outside the body of a living 
victim. Thus M. genitalium is not a good 
indication of how an original "simple" 
cell could manage in the environment. 
Yet it too is highly complex. 

So Dr. Venter's work, 
although interesting, 
has certainly been 
most discouraging for 
scientists looking for an 
original evolutionarily- 
primitive living cell. The 
living cell is clearly a de¬ 
signed system, irreducibly 
complex and something 
that could never develop 
on its own. Highly trained 
scientists have been looking 
for almost a century for a min¬ 
imalist, primitive cell. On 
the contrary however what 
their studies are revealing, 
are cells which are frankly 
complex and full of informa¬ 
tion, obviously created!! 

At Kings Park in Perth, Western Australia 
you will find a tower, resembling the double 
helix of deoxyribonucliec acid. Hence it was 
named the DNA Tower. 
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A prominent biology journal has 
withdrawn a research article 
which it had published a few weeks 
previously. The sole reason was three 
references to the "Creator" in connec¬ 
tion with the structure and function 
(design) of the human hand. Retrac¬ 
tions or withdrawing scientific articles 
from publication used to be almost 
unheard of In recent years however 
such events have become increasingly 
common. The most common reason is 
that the information contained therein 
was falsified or fraudulent (made up). 

Many might wonder how anyone 
would imagine that faking observa¬ 
tions could ever be good for one's ca¬ 
reer (even apart from consideration 
of moral issues.) Yet there have been 
many horror stories. A Dutch social 
psychologist, Diederik Stapel, was 
found to have made up data in at least 
30 published papers. An article in The 
New Tork Times quoted Stapel as re¬ 
marking "'It was a quest for aesthetics, 
for beauty - instead of the truth,' he 
said. He described his behavior as an 
addiction that drove him to carry out 
acts of increasingly daring fraud, like 
a junkie seeking a bigger and better 
high." (Yudhijit Bhattacharjee April 
26, 2013) 

In another case, in 2009, colleagues 
realized that a medical researcher in 
Alabama had faked eleven protein 
structures. The descriptions of these 
proteins were published in 10 scien¬ 
tific articles. Some of these descrip¬ 
tions appeared to provide important 
leads in the search for drugs to combat 
diseases like dengue fever, a debilitat¬ 
ing mosquito borne virus disease com¬ 


mon in the tropics. The 10 articles 
had been cited more than 450 times, 
an indication of how important others 
considered these results. Now we know 
that any work which others conducted 
based on the faked structures, was en¬ 
tirely wasted. 

The public is happy to hear when 
fraudulent papers are withdrawn, but 
why does fraud occur in the first place? 
Surely most people understand that it 
is futile to make up results. The prob¬ 
lem seems to stem from a lack of re¬ 
spect for the truth. Perhaps these peo¬ 
ple do not believe in truth, or at least 
in standards of conduct like honesty. 

In the United States, agencies that 
fund biomedical research, have been 
concerned about ethics for many 
years. In fact, the National Institutes 
of Health has required that participat¬ 
ing scientists obtain formal training 
in "responsible conduct of research." 
Apparently these efforts at communi¬ 
cating the importance of honesty, have 
not been working. A Commentary 
piece on the topic in Nature (June 19, 
2008) declared: "Nearly one genera¬ 
tion after the effort to reduce miscon¬ 
duct in science began, the responses 
by NIH scientists suggest that falsified 
and fabricated research records, pub¬ 
lications, dissertations and grant ap¬ 
plications are much more prevalent 
than has been suspected to date." (p. 
982) Similarly an opinion piece in the 
same journal on July 22, 2010 began: 
"Despite attention to research miscon¬ 
duct and other issues of research in¬ 
tegrity, efforts to promote responsible 
behavior remain ineffective." (p. 436) 



Moreover concerning those entering 
college since 2000, the authors of the 
opinion piece declared that "misun¬ 
derstandings about academic integ¬ 
rity, suggests that this generation may 
cheat throughout their lives, whether 
they are scientists, builders or bank¬ 
ers." What a bleak picture of society! 

This was the situation with scien¬ 
tific papers as the year 2016 dawned. 
Any calls for the retraction of a scien¬ 
tific paper, often as the result of fraud, 
were never undertaken lightly and the 
process might take a long time. There 
were however no suggestions about 
fraud concerning an article published 
on January 5, 2016 in the on-line open 
access peer-reviewed journal PLoS 
ONE (Public Library of Science). The 
paper was entitled "Biomechanical 
Characteristics of Hand Coordination 
in Grasping Activities of Daily Liv¬ 
ing." The work was conducted by four 
scientists in China, none of whose first 
language is English and the work was 
funded by two grants from the Chi¬ 
nese government. 

The scientists used an instrumented 
glove with multiple sensors to study 
what parts of the hand were used and 
how they were used in various grasping 
tasks. The studies involved 33 differ¬ 
ent task types carried out by 15 males 
and 15 females all about 25 years old. 
Armed with the data recorded by 
computer, extensive statistical analyses 
were carried out. The objective of the 
work was to find a link between the 
fancy anatomical details of the human 
hand, and the various precise tasks 


that the hand is able to accomplish. 


The ultimate 
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objective of the study is to yield in¬ 
sights on how to design better robotic 
hands. 

These scientists found that the 
human hand is indeed wonderfully 
designed for many tasks. Thus they 
declared: "In humans, . the pres¬ 

ence of the FPL [flexor digitorum 
profundus muscle] exactly satisfles the 
functional requirement and offers the 
human hand superior capacities to 
perform a variety of complex func¬ 
tions compared to other primates." (p. 
7) The authors pointed out that many 
investigators have studied the relation¬ 
ship between Angers and joints, but 
the present study involved a far greater 
range of motions and tasks, (p. 5) 

Most people might wonder what 
could possibly have been so contro¬ 
versial in this paper that the journal 
would withdraw it within days of pub¬ 
lication. Even in cases of blatant fraud, 
the process can take years. There was 
no fraud here. What was the problem? 
It so happens that the translator of the 
article used the term "Creator" rather 
than "Nature" which perhaps might 
have suited the authors' intentions bet¬ 
ter. In the abstract the authors declare 
that the links between the muscles and 
tendons in the hand are the "proper 
design by the Creator to perform a 
multitude of tasks in a comfortable 
way." (p. 1) Also in the introduction 
they write: "Thus, hand coordination 
affords humans the ability to flexibly 
and comfortably control the complex 
structure to perform numerous tasks. 
Hand coordination should indicate the 
mystery of the Creator's invention." 
(p. 1) Finally 


in the conclusion we read: "our study 
can improve the understanding of the 
human hand and confirm that the 
mechanical architecture is the proper 
design by the Creator for dexterous 
performance of numerous functions 
following the evolutionary remodeling 
of the ancestral hand millions of years 
ago." (p. 8) 

The Chinese authors clearly had no 
conception of the extreme aversion of 
most mainstream scientists to any hint 
of the creator which might be observ¬ 
able in nature. Similar attitudes were 
evident in 2004 when a review article 
on Intelligent Design by Stephen C. 
Meyer was published in the Proceedings 
of the Biological Society of Washington (a 
publication of the Smithsonian Insti¬ 
tute). Other officials from the Smith¬ 
sonian repudiated the article because 
of its support for Intelligent Design. 
Moreover the editor, Richard Stern¬ 
berg, lost his jobs at the National Insti¬ 
tutes of Health and the Smithsonian 
Institute. 

This is the intellectual environ¬ 
ment in which the article on the hu¬ 
man hand appeared. Somebody no¬ 
ticed the use of the term "Creator" 
and initiated a firestorm of protests 
on twitter. The editors, for their part, 
fearful for their own jobs, did not dare 
to resist the calls for reprisals. Thus on 
March 4, 2016, two months after pub¬ 
lication of the article, and about one 
month after the protests began, PLoS 
ONE announced that the article had 
been retracted. 

The announcement concerning 
the retraction declared that officials 



from the journal had now identified 
problems with the scientific rationale 
(suggestion of good design), and lan¬ 
guage. Thus "the editors apologize to 
readers for the inappropriate language 
in the article." There was no apology 
to the four authors whose work had 
been sacrificed to political expediency. 
There was also no apology to the Chi¬ 
nese government which had funded 
this project. 

During the course of the contro¬ 
versy, one of the authors had suggest¬ 
ed references to Creator be removed 
from the article and the word Nature 
substituted. The editors of the jour¬ 
nal however did not dare to show any 
consideration for a paper which had 
included such a term as Creator. The 
authors and their article were collater¬ 
al fallout in the effort to control dam¬ 
age to the journal's reputation. 

Many well-meaning people won¬ 
der why scientific studies with creation 
based conclusions are never published 
in mainline scientific journals. This 
case all too clearly demonstrates why 
this is so. The mere hint of anything 
beyond nature is totally rejected. The 
event is an object lesson to other scien¬ 
tists not to include references (however 
obscure) to design or to creation in 
their discussions of science. This event 
is also a clear indication to Christians 
that there is zero tolerance for anyone 
who sees God's work and character 
reflected in the things that have been 
made. It is to be hoped therefore that 
this will make Christians much more 
skeptical of many pronouncements by 
evolutionary scientists. 
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of what the author saw and did in 
the canyon while back-packing, rid¬ 
ing a mule, rafting and finally travel¬ 
ling around by bus. Various adven¬ 
tures, some highly amusing, and the 
significance of the scenes, make this 
book really special. 
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